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Director — Regulatory Affairs 1120 20th Street NW
AT&T Federal Government Affairs Washington DC 20036

202 457 3815
FAX 202457 3110

February 7, 2003
Via Electronic Filing

Ms. MarleneH. Dortch, Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
445Twelfth Street,S.W.,RoomTW-B204
Washington,DC 20554

Re: Notice of Ex PanePresentation:PetitionsofUS LEC Corp andT-Mobil USA,
Inc. etal, for DeclaratoryRuling RegardingIntercarrierCompensationfor
WirelessTraffic, CC DocketNo. 0U92.

DearMs. Dortch:

Yesterday,February6, 2003 DanielMeron of SidleyAustinBrown & Wood,representing
AT&T andI metwithTamaraPreiss,SteveMorris, JosephLevin, StacyJordan,Victoria
SchlesingerandJarodCarisonofthe FederalCommunicationsCommission. AT&T reiteratedits
positionthat CLECsshouldnot beableto imposeadditionalaccesschargesupon Interexchange
carrierswhentheyinsertthemselvesbetweena CMRSproviderandthe ILEC tandemswitchand
provideno newaccessserviceor functionality. The attacheddocumentwasusedas an outline for
the discussions.

Consistentwith theCommissionrules,I amfiling oneelectroniccopyofthis noticeand
requestthatyouplaceit in the recordofthe proceedings.

Sincerely,

Attachment

cc: TarnaraPreiss
SteveMorris
JosephLevin
StacyJordan
Victoria Schlesinger
JaredCarlson



US LEC Corp. Petition
CC DocketNo. 01-92

• TheUSLEC Petitionis purposefullyvague. The “real” question
presentedis whethera CLEC, by insertingitself betweenaCIvIIRS
carrierandthe ILEC tandemswitch, canimposean additionalaccess
chargeon IXCs whenthat CLECprovidesno newaccessserviceor
functionality.

• Thereis absolutelyno reasonto endorsethe abovepracticeandthe
FCC shoulddenytheUS LEC petitionandrule thatsucha practice
violatescommissionrulesandpolicies.

• UndertherecentSprintPCSruling, CMRS carriershaveno authority
undertheAct or anyCommissionruleor orderto unilaterallyimpose
accesschargeson IXCs.

• SomeCMRS carriers,in aneffort to avoid this Commissionmandate,
havenowjoined with certainCLECsin orderto recoveraccesscharge
indirectly from the IXC via theCLEC. This arrangementsimply
routesthe traffic from the CMRS providerto a CLECandthenback
to the ILEC tandemfor delivery(andaccesscharges)to theIXC. The
CMRS providerandthe CLEC sharetheaccessrevenuegeneratedby
thispractice.

o TheCLECprovidesno additionalaccessfunctionalityor value
underthis arrangement.

o TheCLEC seeksto collecta duplicativeaccesschargefrom the
IXC at the full benchmarkratefor this excessroutingasif the
CMRS providerwereanendusercustomer.

o Thesoleeffectsof this arrangementareto generatesignificant
additionalandduplicativechargeson IXC.



• Theonly instancewherea CLEC shouldbe permittedto chargean
IXC for accessservicesin connectionwith CMRS traffic is wherethe
CLECactuallyreplacestheILEC in performingan accessfunction
normallyperformedby the ILEC. And in thatsituation,CLECs
shouldnotbeallowedto chargethefull maximumCLEC benchmark
accessrate,which hasno applicationto thevery limitedtransiting
functionsat issuein this case,butshouldonly be allowedto charge
the ILEC ratefor thosesamefunctions.

• AT&T estimatesthatthis practiceresultsin asmuchas $50M or more
in accessoverchargesfor AT&T alone.

• In two years,the percentageof 8YY traffic receivedfrom CLECs
increasedfrom approximately10%ofAT&T’s total CLECminutesto
approximately75% ofAT&T’s totalCLEC minutes.

• CertainCLECs’ growthin minutesoverthe last two yearscanonly be
attributedto this practice.

• CLECA - +95%
• CLECB - +80%

• AT&T’s weeklyminutesummariesby type areprovidedin the
following graphs.
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